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STUNY FORUNTCR LAKE

The following dre comments on the draflt ¥S Tar Union Lake:

Papge F-3: The report states that it could not be determined teo what
extent, or.at what rate, arsenic levels in Union Lake waters would decrease
if upstream sources were climinated. Tt would be useful to identify the
data gaps and how to fill them to dntermine the "controlling mechanism" for
the -arsenic content in the lake waters. NDetermination of the effect of -
sediment arsenic levels on water quality is an important factor in the
selection of 2 remediation alternative. This comment applies wherever this

issue is raised throughout the report.

The estimate for arsenic in the Iake has changed from 360 metric toms to
150, What is the reason for this? Wiat is the basis for this new estimate?

. : s e - =5 X
Tage F-5 This TS for Union Lake presents only 10 alternatives what
-6 :
happened ton the 10 alternatives (20 ppm sediment cleanup value)" Both
alternatives should be presented, and compared.

The statement is made that supernatant from a sediment extraction system
could be treated to meet MCL's and discharged hack into Union Lake. Uniess
the trecatment provides for NONDETECT total avsenic, this proposal has the
same regulatory problems that the discharge of treated ground water from the
site to the Blackwater Branch of the Maurice River has.

————

,21-9.[ ZOO NIA

The Mrgot clean up level of 120 ppm for sediments does not correspond to
2»10 risk as stated. This should be corrected. (this comment refers to
most plausible case).

PFage L-7, 1-30: it is unclear why all alternatives address only dredging
and why all remedial alternatives must be considered with Union Lake at a-
full level. FPA  sheuld present options if the 1lake is lowered for

remediation. Other options, suck gz fixing in place, use of filter fabric,
etc. may be morve feasible and cost effective unc‘cr these condition ,» and it
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would definitely be easier to sample sadiments to confirm the locations of

the highest arsenic witheut the dinterference of water, to ensure the

excavation of the ripht aveas, and to enzure the preper placement- of any
clean fill. ‘ .

Page E-9: Report should also dnclude hybrid cnses as alternatives.
Example: ‘leaning the heach area and vacht club area to 10 risk .and

—-J .
everywhere elge a 10 riek.

Page 1-18: 1T the greatest concentrations of arsenic in water are in
summer and fall, and the Jowest concentrations are scen in the winter, are
the highest sediment concentraticuns secen in the winter? This may be

irpertant in the timing of sediment 1emoval ey treatment so that as much of
the arsenic is in the vecoverahle sediments au possible.

Figiure 1-€: it dis dnteresting to note

of 120 wmg/ky total aveeric in the sedi

~utn, the majority of the DEP sample
sites tha!  excecded  that Tevel  wonld  hae exposed  and - accessible by
corventicnal soil sampling equipment and earth moving cquipment,

Page 1-24: [

B

seosensr poL to concentvate cleanup efforts within the
main channel wheve the least arsenic wounld be expected to have accumulated.
Quict walors aliow fov the setrtlement of {ine particies amenable fo arsenic
attenvation, and shallow waters  §aver preoduction of plants and 6rgaﬂic
matter accomniaiion which s also dweasnle e the binding of arsenic.

thnt at the proposed cleanup number

Page 1-27: The ri=ks secenaring uned armsume conslant concentrations in
both water and sofl cver a 70 year cRpesyTe, Iata from upstream water .

Bidicates that concentrations of arcenic ave dropping dramatically (4 orders
of mapnitode in 7 vears) fwplving thuat the visk is not constant and could
decrease over tima. A 70 vear Livme-weightod average concentration should be
estimated and presented.

Genersl Comment: )

ksoon Pape 1-26 and visk levels ealenlated from action levels
and safle water drinking_&vvc]s indicate that a 20 ppm sediment level and
ingestion risk is 2x10° cancers/lifetime  (CPL)  and ingestion of water
(non-veluntary) js about 6xI10  CPL (curvent water Jlevels are arcund the
Clean Water Act level of 50 ppb) The addition of these two principle risks
results in a fotal visk of 8x10°° CPL whick approachesg the no-action current
risk of %16 7 CPL for the lake (current risk is Ixio " CPL).

Summary of Risk

Page 1-28: "Fathways of Fxposuve". TEbasco has Jimited the arez sediment
ingestion exposure to the submerged lake bottom that is 2.5 feet below the
surface. . Three to four feet is more appropriate since adults can wade to

this depth and suspend sediments that may be ingested by the nearby
children.

eLoT €00 NIA



Page 1-30: The FS states that surface water quality in the lake can be
monitored after commencement of ground water containment at-the Vichem plant
site. -This shonid he a required part of Union Lake or the Plant Site
remediation efforts, if it.is not already, in order to see how a change in
"influent" watev arsenic concentrations affects the arsenic levels in the
water throughout Uniou Lake.

Page I-31:  The F3 =should assess the cost/benefits of remediation
alternatives with the lake at a maximum drawdown level for comparison to the
cost/henefits of rvemediation with the lake at 1ts full level. Initially,
costs wmay he saved under drawdown conditions related to time, effort,
elimination of dewatering step of a treatment process, eliminite effects of
dredging, dincrease the accuracy in’ the location and excavation of
contaminated materials and the placement of clean [ill, etc.

Page 2-2: Fxplain  veason  nuaber 2 for net  addressing remedlation
a]tern:riwcc for water, Ouce the site and i\C' are remediated, this influx
will eventually nob be a [actor.

Page 7=2, 23: . Arsenic in the lake water is a result of both desorption of

arsenic from lake sediments and input from the Maurice River, he magnitude
of input from these twa vecters must be determined in order to implement any
sotrmd vemedial jon. 1w the case of Lhe jake, if the desorption of arsenic

from sediments will produce undesivaiide avsenic concentration in the water
column, thew further ovalustion and traatmeri of these scdiments is needed
and remcdiation of input water would be futile In reducing tlie arsenic risk
in the lake. .

Pape 2-4: Pepartimant representatives alteunded a macting in which: they

agreed Lo evaluate rvisk levels above Ix10) cri.. Please make it clear to
: -2

Ehasco that NIDED did not decide at this or any other time that 1x10 cPL

was an acceptable risk.

‘age Z2-5 The second paragraph {rom the bottem is alsc misleading. The
20 ppm is a puidance value. however, the NIDEP has made no position on a
cleanup action Jevel lo date.

"J

Page 2-7 The first paragraph: the NJIDEP is still discussing the issue
of the appropriate cleanup value of arsenic vs risk, The NJDEP has not
finalized its position in this matter.

Fhasco states that arsenic ids an  dinorpanic element which undergoes
biodegradatien. This is not true. Arsenic is 2 phosphorus analog and is

involved in several biochemical cycles, Plea=c have Ebasco correct this
error. '
Pape 2-25: The. assumption that Jeachates [rem the coarse washed sand

would contain a low enough arsenic concentration that it would be considered
delistable should be verified. This is eritiecal to many of the alternatives
being truly feasible.

The end product after fixation may still have to be dc]lsted before be:ng
classified as non-hazavdous. Check on this.

200 NIA
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Page 2-3%: Wiere within "side bhoundayies” would the RCRA Landfill be
construnted? .
Paye 72-33: Ocean Disposal - 15 the testing/permitting process for occan

disposal of treated sediments wore Jonp and dnvolved than delisting and
Tandfilling?  As in the River Areas Feasibility Study, this option seems to
have been dismissed prematurely. ‘

Page 2-4}: Off  Site Wantewater Treatment - This FS references the
exicting Vichem wastewater treatment plant and states that its capacity and
treatment capability arve such that 3§t cannot accept an- additional waste
stream. Why isn't the expanded wastewater treatment facility needed on the
Viciiem plant site for ground water treatwment considered? The FS should
compare tihe cost effectiveness of utilizing two wastewater treatment systems
at two locations ta the cost effectiveness of one larger treatment system
cnpnhlc of treating all waste streams and necessary transportation costs or
pipeline costs to get the wastewaler to the "central®” treatment works.

Table 2-3: The vemoval optiens of bulldozer and [ront end Joader should
vot bhe climinated. There effertiveness shonld be assessed in alternatives
wirich are meaningiel under lake drawdowa conditions.

Fape 3-4 The Mew Jersey Surface Water (uality Stsndards furnish the
amhicnt, in stream water quality standavds to be attained or preserved in

M

that watarway. VWhy is "after treatmenl” included here? Also, while design
ef a treatmert works to wmeet the instream standard may suffice for a stream
elow its standard, it ds not a =safe design standard to use 1f the
stream/waterway already exceeds that designated standard.

Pape 3-7: "Separation of coarse and {inc sediment porticies". FEbasco
proposed to separate Cine sediments from coarse sediments as part of the
reacdiation oan the assumption that the majority of the arsenic contaminaticn
is conlincd to the fine sediments. Though current data suggests this to be
true, conlirmatory aaalysis of arsenlc needs to he done for a variety of
size fractions of sediment -

General Comment: Rizk levels for principle exposure routes are additive.
Thercfore, if EPA is accepling a tofal risk of 1x107°CPL then the individual
risk Jevels must be less than 1%10"7 CPL. The use of 120 ppm sediment &evel
which kas a rizk of Ix10°° vl plus the water ingestion risk 6x10 ° CPL
results in a total xisk of 1.610 CI'L, which 1is 60Z higher than the
propeosed accepted rvisk.

Page 3-12: What is the cost of transporting the supernatant to the
Vichem site (or treatment with the contaminated ground water compared to the
cest of bhuilding, eperating and waintaining a separate treatment works at
Union Lake. Also, 1if f{ixation is the technology selected to be applied to
botit the soils at the Vichem site and tlie sediments in Union Lake, could the
same [ixation facilities be uzed to fix both in one lacation?
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Fage 3-16: The statement - that alternatjve 2A ", . .would remove
contamination frowm the site" is inaccurate. As proposed. and examined, this

alternstive would remove scediments in sclect lecations which have total

arsenic concentrations pgreater than 120 mg/kg. Other deeper portions of
Union Lake still  contain arvsenic, and some secdiments may contain total
arsenic at levels preater that 120 mg/kg.

Page 3-19: Wastewater wmay have to meet NONDETECT levels of total
arsenic, mnot an arsenic MCL. Keep this in mind. The consolidation of
westewater treatment streams would also mean only one discharge has to be
maintained and monitored and agrecd to by the NIDEV. : '

Page 3-21: Clarvify the basis bhehind the deposition in the lake of

extracted sediments.

Page 4-13: "Overall Pratoction af Human Health". Neo-action

altevnatives, theuph they do npat redure the level of contamination, do offer

seme pratection to the pablic becauwce  of  dnstitutional and education
1

o
11
1

Voand 4-10 and contradicts the comments

controis.  This is stated on Page
on pajpe A-i3.
General cemments on exiraction alterustives. A simpler means of treating
contaminsted  seils wouid  he  a passive  controlled leaching
Contaminated sediments copld  be temporarily landfilled in a
triple lined leachate collection facility, water would be passed over the
sediments, and the resaleant deachate would he treated ir a waste water
treatment facility similar to that proposed for the main plant groundwater.
Tnis  process mav take  momewhat  longer  te complete but the resultant
sediments can then he Jeft dn place after the levels of arsenic in the
leachate veuch asceptahle levels,

Since reductions in the concentration of arsenic in the surface water may -be
the result of upstream controls and remediation, and the concentraticn of
arsenic in the loke water may dimpact the overall lake remediation, it would

te prudent [ey FPA to estakhlish interim monitoring program for the arsenic
ju the lake water and selected sediments since remediation is scheduled to

T,

occur in about 5 years.

Page 4-13 : The no-action alternative would be Just as protective of
human health and the environment in that instead of yemoving the sediments
it would eliminate the pathway to them.

Page 4-16 : Where is the designated site for the fixation process?
Page 4-30 : The waste 1is bheing treated to change its designation as
hamargous to non-hazardous.  This should require the delisting process.

. ‘
Pape 4-32: Clarifjer water would have to bhe tested/treated before it

) |
could be returned to the loke.
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CGeneral: Will any sediment resampling take place to confirm secdiment
rermoval Jocations, identifiy any changes in the distribution of the lake
sediment arsenic, etc. Also, will any post dredging/excavation sampling
occur prior to the placement of any clean 311 in the dredged/excavated

areas?

Should you have any‘quastions, plezse call me at (G09) 984-0980

V]
chv truly vours,
P
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.//,11 [/ 7/77&)
Thomas !, Ceszi, Site Manager
RBureau of Site Management
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c: A. Verms, BSM
R. Tngel, DAG

A. Marianccei, BEERA

J. Mouroe, DWR '

I. Krepp, Superfund Coovdinator
C. MeCartv, BCR
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